Grimes and Hennerty in 1931 (9) described an organism to which they gave the name Aerobacter Ziquefaciens. A. liquefaciens was later transferred to the genus Enterobacter as E. liquefaciens by Ewing in 1963 (6) , and the species was in turn transferred to the genus Serratia by Bascomb et al. in 1971 (2) . The transfer of E. liquefaciens to the genus Serratia (2) was supported by Ewing et al. (7) , who designated ATCC 27592 as the type strain of the species, and the transfer has been further supported by the results of a numerical taxonomy study (10) and of a polynucleotide sequence relatedness study (17) . Despite the combination with three different generic names, the specific epithet liquefaciens has remained unchanged, and the more recent transfer from Enterobacter to Serratia (2) has been well documented and generally accepted. Serratia marcescens, the type species of the genus, although once dismissed as a saprophyte, has emerged in recent years as a significant human pathogen (3). S. liquefaciens, whose clinical significance is doubtful, shows a close similarity to S. marcescens in biochemical tests, and consequently S. liquefaciens has become widely known to clinical bacteriologists who frequently wish to differentiate between S. liquefaciens and S. marcescens when identifying an unknown strain. The long period of stability in the usage of the specific epithet liquefaciens has been brought to an end after the recommendation by Grimont et d. (11) to replace the specific epithet liquefaciens in the name Serratia Ziquefaciens (Grimes and Hennerty) Bascomb et al. 1971 by the specific epithet proteamaculans.
In 1919, Paine and Stansfield (16) described the species Pseudomonas proteamaculans. The organism was placed at various times in the genera Xanthomonas, Erwinia, and Enterobacter and is listed in the first draft (1) of the "Approved Lists of Bacterial Names" as Erwinia proteamaculans ( (11) to originate from the collection on which Paine and Stansfield based their description of P. proteamaculans; Grimont et al. (11) consequently designated this strain as the type strain of the species. Grimont et al. (11) clearly demonstrated that ICPB XP176 corresponds to Serratia liquefaciens biotype Clc. Fifty phenotypic characteristics were determined for NCPPB 245 in the NCTC, and the results of these tests in conjunction with a probability matrix held in a computer confirmed that this strain indeed corresponds to S. liquefaciens. Because of the principle of priority (15) . (10, 11) are incorrect in considering ATCC 14460 to be the type strain of the species when it has never been formally proposed as such.
In justifying their proposal that the specific epithet proteamaculans replace the epithet liquefaciens in S. liquefaciens, Grimont et d. (11) stated that conservation is often requested when an earlier synonym is poorly known and is not represented by an authentic culture. They (1 1) admitted that the name Pseudomonas proteamaculans is probably unknown to most clinical bacteriologists, but stated that the species had been included in some taxonomic studies carried out by plant bacteriologists. Grimont et al. (11) also pointed out that a single "authentic" strain of Erwinia proteamaculans is extant.
It is here proposed that the specific epithet liquefaciens be conserved over the specific epithet proteamaculans on the basis of the following considerations. The name Serratia liquefaciens is well known, and Grimont et al. (11) admit that this is the case. It seems likely that more bacteriologists than not work in the clinical field and that most clinical bacteriologists are familiar with the specific epithet liquefaciens by the consistent use of this epithet, as in Enterobacter liquefaciens, in medical journals and textbooks from 1963 (6) to 1971, at which time the species became known as Serratia liquefaciens (2). The epithet liquefaciens has thus been stable in the name of this organism for many years until the recent proposal by Grimont et al. ill). The latter authors (11) admit that the name Pseudomonas proteamaculans is probably unknown to most clinical bacteriologists. It seems likely that only a relatively small proportion of bacteriologists are plant bacteriologists, and there is little evidence that many of these will be familiar with the name Pseudomonas proteamaculans. Grimont et al. (11) state that the species has been included by plant bacteriologists in several taxonomic studies (4, 5, 12, 18), but for three of these studies at least (4, 5, 12), only a single strain of the species was examined, and in each case it was the same strain (Dye ZL1 = PDDCC 1724 = NCPPB 245 = ICPB XP176), the strain proposed by Grimont et al. (1 1) as the type strain of the species. There is thus no evidence in the literature that the species name Pseudomonas proteamaculans (with different generic names) has been applied to any strain other than ICPB XP176 (ATCC 19323). This suggests that plant bacteriologists have rarely, if ever, encountered additional strains which they would call P. proteamacul a m so that those plant bacteriologists who are aware of this species name are aware only through the existence of the single strain ICPB XP176 (= ATCC 19323). Grimont et al. (11) claim that ICPB XP176 is authentic and originates from the collection on which Paine and Stansfield based their description of P. proteamaculans. However, since no strain numbers are given in the original description of P. proteamaculans ( 16), whereas ICPB XP 176 certainly was a strain of one of the authors of the species (confirmed by NCTC records on NCTC 394, a strain no longer maintained in the NCTC but from which ICPB XP176 is derived), it cannot be proved to be a strain on which the original
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description of the species was based. Accordingly, ICPB XP176 should perhaps have been more properly proposed as the neotype of the species. Examination of NCPPB 245 in the NCTC confirms that it is gram-negative, motile, and peritrichous and thus differs from the original description of the species (16), wherein P. proteamaculans is stated to be gram-positive and motile by means of one to three polar flagella. Whether the original description of the species was incorrect or there has been some error during the maintenance of the culture in the NCTC or NCPPB is purely speculation; the fact remains that NCPPB 245 does not conform to the original description of Pseudomonas proteamaculans (16).
In a similar plea for nomenclatural stability, Farmer et al. (8) justified their request for conservation of the specific epithet tarda over the specific epithet anguillimortiferum in the name of the organism presently known as Edwardsiella tarda by citing principle 1 of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria and Viruses (13): "The essential points in nomenclature are (1) to aim at fmity of names; (2) to avoid or to reject the use of names which may cause error or ambiguity or throw science into confusion." This principle is reiterated in the most recent version of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria (15). Clearly, acceptance of the epithet proteamaculans would violate the intent of principle 1 quoted above, and the stability of nomenclature would best be served by conserving the specific epithet liquefaciens over the specific epithet proteamaculans. Farmer et al. (8) also pointed out that in opinion 18 (14) the Judicial Commission of the International Committee on Bacteriological Nomenclature conserved typhi over typhosa as the specific epithet for the causative organism of typhoid despite the priority of typhosa over typhi. The Judicial Commission, in issuing its opinion, cited principle 1 of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria and Viruses (13) . Their decision (14) was based upon the more common usage of the epithet typhi as compared with that of the epithet typhosa. In the opinion (14), it was stated that "acceptance of typhi rather than typhosa was desirable in order to minimize confusion in the literature."
In consideration of the foregoing, in the interest of stability in nomenclature, and to avoid confusion in the literature, it is requested that the Judicial Commission of the International Committee on Systematic Bacteriology issue an opinion conserving the specific epithet Ziquefaciens over proteamaculans in the scientific name Serratia liquefaciens (Grimes and 
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